
Petitioners have simply not demonstrated that these 

benefits of shredding, even if proved, would lead to substantial 0 

harm if,the stay requests are denied. While the record discloses 
< 

that leachate is being generated at the site, it appears that the 

leachate collection and removal system is working to prevent 

migration of waste from the site. There is no proof that ground 

water will be adversely impacted if shredding,does not occur 

during the short time period before this Board can address the 
_ 

merits of petitioners contention. 

Petitioners have also not produced proof that 

differential settlement would occur during the.time period before 

this Board can act on the merits of the'petitions. Our Order 

No. WQ 93-8 required the installation of settlement plates or 

other settlement measuring devices to measure actual settlement. 
.O 

Testimony at the hearing on this matter indicated the 

differential 'settlement does not appear to be a concern. 

The County and the RWQCB presented evidence.that 

substantial harm will not occur if the stay is denied. The 

County testified at the hearing that the shredding requirement 

was the least important of the many protective provisions 

contained in the waste discharge.requirements and that these 

other provisions protect against the adverse impacts alleged by 

petitioners. The RWQCB also testified at the hearing that these 

other features were working to protect water quality. 

. 
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2. Contention: 

0 

Petitioners have not shown a lack of 

substantial harm to other interested persons or the public if a 

stay is granted. 

Findinq: The County provided testimony and evidence as 

to the economic hardship it was suffering because of the 

operation of the recycling center. A review of the record before 

the RWQCB discloses that economic considerations, coupled with a 

lack of water quality concerns, led to a deletion of the 

shredding requirement. Petitioners' assertions that the County 

could pass on the costs of continued operations of the recycling 

center were effectively rebutted by the County. Petitioners 

assertions that the County's statements of financial harm are 

overstated and speculative are not supported. Again, the 

.petitioners have not met their heavy burden of producing proof 

that the County would not suffer substantial harm if a stay was 

granted. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The requests for a stay should be denied because 
< 

petitioners have failed to establish that substantial harm would 

result to it or the public if the stay'is denied and have failed 

to establish that the County would not suffer substantial.harm if 

the stay is granted. 
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V. ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the requests for stay are 

denied. 

VI. CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and Board, 
correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting 
of the State Water Resources Control Board held on July 20, 

1995. 

AYE: 

NO: None 

ABSENT: Mary Jane Forster 

ABSTAIN: None 

John Caffrey 
Marc Del Piero 
James M. Stubchaer 
John W. Brown 

.’ 

AdmLnistrative A&istant to the Board 
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